
Glacier Bay Compensation Plan 
Conference Calls 

Meeting Summary 
Final 

April 27, 2000 
3:00-5:00 PM 

Introductions and Review of Public Involvement to Date 
The call convened on time and included participants from eleven conference calls sites 
and one individual. Leaders handed out the draft groundrules to participants. All 
followed the groundrules throughout the call. (Please see attached agenda and list of 
conference call, participants, and draft groundrules. 

Abby Arnold, RESOLVE-facilitator briefly summarized where the conference calls fit 
into the National Park Service’s (NPS) public involvement process in development of the 
Glacier Bay Compensation Plan. In the Fall of 1999 a representative group of parties 
directly affected by the closure were interviewed about their views on what kind of public 
involvement was appropriate. Based on recommendations from these parties the NPS 
and Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) conducted 10 open houses in 
communities directly affected by the closure of the Glacier Bay fishery. The purpose of 
the open houses was to inform the public about how the new regulations impact fishing 
operations in Glacier Bay, and seek information on how fisherman, crewmembers, 
processors, communities, and others have been impacted by restrictions. 

These conference calls, suggested Ms. Arnold are another informal mechanism to both 
inform affected parties about the progress being made to develop a compensation plan 
and to offer parties the opportunity to comment on issues faced by the NPS and ADF&G 
at this time. 

Glacier Bay Economic Assessment 
Jim Mr. Calvin, from the McDowell group was introduced. Through a competitive 
proposal process, the McDowell group was hired by NPS to analyze the economic impact 
resulting from the closure of Glacier Bay. Jim Mr. Calvin is the principal on the project 
and provided an overview including the following: 

- Economic Assessment Scope of work

- Methodology being used to measure each impact

- Final product envisioned

- Complexities and issues that have arisen in development of the economic


assessment. 

During the call many questions were asked and addressed during Mr. Mr. Calvin’s 
presentation. This meeting summary covers the presentation and highlights issues or 
questions raised by conference call participants during the call. 
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Scope of Work 
The scope of work for the economic assessment is to as accurately as possible, using 
available existing data, measure the economic losses to all parties directly affected by the 
closure of Glacier Bay to commercial fishing. The economic assessment does not 
prioritize the losses nor is the economic assessment establishing eligibility criteria for 
receipt of the Compensation Funds. Setting priorities among parties and development of 
eligibility criteria will be part of the Compensation Plan. A draft Compensation Plan will 
be developed over the summer and taken to the public, for discussion, in the Fall after 
fishing season is over. 

The focus of the analysis is Southeast Alaska and there is no distinction between 
residents and non-residents. 

The economic assessment is based on data that has been entered into an excel-based 
model that segregates by category total losses to all parties. There are various categories 
that the McDowell group is assessing as required by the law that allocated these funds. 
The categories are: 

- Fishermen

- Crew

- Processors

- Processor labor

- Other businesses who supply goods and services, and

- Communities

- Others


Each unique category is handled separately. Within some categories, there are Groups. 
For example, in the fishermen category, a group would be permit holders for each of the 
following: 

- Dungeness 
- Halibut 
- Troll 
- Tanner 
- Tanner pot 
- Groundfish 

And within groups, there are subgroups, those with a lifetime access permit (LAP), 
without a LAP, and those who did not fish in Glacier Bay. 

Methodology 
The model to be used in the economic assessment is based on the following calculations: 

1.	 Estimate of future harvest from Glacier Bay including an estimate of how the 
harvest will decline over time. 

2.	 The model uses available harvest data to predict future harvest data, a 
schedule of closures/restrictions and lifetime permits. 
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3.	 This is then converted into a measure of marginal profit. Marginal profit is 
calculated by estimating gross revenue from fishing grounds minus variable 
costs. Using the marginal profit from the lost fishing grounds the model can 
predict losses to crewmembers, business (processors and other businesses), 
and other affected parties. 

Marginal profit is a measure of the value of loss of fishing grounds. Price is determined 
using historical harvests and values (average prices and values). The loss of the property 
values of fishermen will be included in the analysis 

The end product of the economic analysis will be the net present value of all future 
losses. That is the dollar value of future losses in perpetuity – the calculation of present 
day value of all future losses. Mr. Calvin further clarified that the availability of data and 
duration of time represented by the data limit the economic analysis. For example, data 
for the Glacier Bay halibut fishery covers the time since 1992, and the Tanner crab data 
spans 10 years (1989-1998). 

Modeling the decline in the fishery is based on loss in the areas closed and other declines 
that occur in those areas open to commercial fishing. Ultimately the fishermen will die 
off, modeling how this decline occurs is difficult. 

Later in the overview Mr. Calvin emphasized that the analysis has an inherent uncertainty 
in its predictions, because it is making a determination of future conditions. The draft 
report will be available in the third or fourth week of May and will be a preliminary draft 
subject to change. Mr. Calvin asked for ideas, insights, and data to help improve the 
report so that it is the best reflection of anticipated future losses. 

The draft economic analysis will be available for review and comment until July 1. It 
was acknowledged that this is in the middle of the fishing season, however in order to get 
checks on the street as soon as possible, the economic analysis needs to be completed so 
that the next phase of program development is prepared– the compensation plan. 

One conference call participant suggested that the value of some fisheries has changed as 
management regimes are modified. For example, the conditions regarding the halibut 
fishery differs dramatically before and after IFQ’s. After the IFQ’s were instituted each 
pound of fish is receiving greater value. This representative of fishermen mentioned that 
frozen fish (pre IFQ) receives less per pound then fresh (post IFQ). Mr. Calvin suggested 
that these kinds of observations are exactly what he needed to improve the quality of the 
economic analysis. 

Comments and Responses 
The phone call then turned to a series of comments, questions, and answers summarized 
below: 

- Decline of the fishery is a function of loss of areas permanently closed to all 
fishermen and in those areas remaining open, the decline associated with 
attrition due to retirement or death of those with lifetime access permits. The 
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economic analysis currently uses best known retirement rates – or 25 years. 
Mr. Calvin recognized that retirement rates are not “linear” and realistically 
there may be less retirement in the short term, but over a longer period of time 
retirement rates would increase. 

- The assessment is based on how many people qualify for lifetime access 
permits and who harvests in open areas of the Bay. 

- Conducting more detailed analysis of each permit holders’ age would not 
materially change the “average” retirement age. When it is time to review 
specific applications, the criteria could ask for time fished in the bay, but this 
kind of data is not being sought for the economic analysis. 

- The economic assessment does not model each community’s economy, for 
example, it will not be able to model loss of population in a particular 
community. But it will assess the reach (or multiplier effect) of the dollars 
associated with a given fish and fish product and the predicted losses. 

- By estimating marginal profit, the model will make some estimates of the loss 
to a “total” fishery that will be lost as a function of closures in Glacier Bay. 

- The economic assessment is not bound by the $23 million appropriation. The 
economic assessment will develop a dollar estimate lost – which may be more 
or less then the $23 million. 

- Notwithstanding one parties’ concern for compensating fishermen first, the 
legislation does not provide for “prioritizing” among categories (fishermen vs. 
communities, for example). Ultimately, when the compensation plan is 
developed, the NPS will seek advice about how to address priorities within 
categories (within the fishing, or community category). 

- The issue of longevity, how long someone was in the fishery, will be 
considered in the eligibility for compensation funds and is not part of the 
economic assessment. 

- Actual losses of individuals will be addressed in the compensation plan 
qualifying criteria, not the economic assessment. (Further, actual losses to 
fishermen, for example, will depend on success in replacing lost fish revenue 
due to the closure). 

At the end of questions on the economic assessment a number of comments were made 
by participants: 

- There is a loss to quality of life that is not being considered in the economic 
assessment, these are values that continually are not recognized and impact 
individuals in ways difficult to measure. 

- The $23 million appears inadequate to provide compensation for all the losses 
for example, to fishermen, processors, and to communities, schools, and loss 
of people to urban centers 

- Don’t schedule meetings during the summer when most of the parties affected 
by the closure are making a living. Lengthen the process so it does not overlap 
with the fishing season. 

- When the $23 million appropriation was passed, the Senate envisioned a quick 
process. Speed up the schedule and cut the checks in the next few months. 
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Parties were assured that no final decisions on the compensation plan would be made 
during the summer season. The NPS and ADF&G anticipate an involved public process 
in the Fall, after fishing season to discuss qualifying criteria and compensation options. 

Complexities and Issues/Technical Questions 
The next part of the call focused on examples of the difficult technical issues the 
McDowell Group is addressing in modeling the economic impacts. 

Mr. Calvin suggested that there are four excellent examples of the complexities and 
challenges: 

1.	 Limitation of fish ticket data (we don’t really know how much fish is 
harvested from Glacier Bay). 

2.	 Dislocation effects (fishermen will seek alternate sites to fish and the 
displaced fishermen are competing for grounds other’s have fished for years.) 

3.	 Capital value effects (Very relevant to the Tanner crab fishery and processors. 
Loss of the fishery means potentially significant losses in value of capital 
investments.) 

4.	 Duration of losses (Speculating on how long fishermen would stay in the 
fishery is difficult). 

Limitation of Fish Ticket Data-Troll Fishery 
Reliability of fish ticket data for area 114, troll fishery to determine take from Glacier 
Bay is further complicated by the fact that the ADF&G is required to keep all fish ticket 
data confidential, no exceptions. Additionally, mentioned Mr. Calvin, NPS Solicitor’s 
office wrote a memo stating that due to the Freedom of Information Act the Solicitor can 
not guarantee that the data if released as a one time exception will remain confidential. 
Parties on the call offered a number of good ideas for how to address this, however the 
confidentiality provision makes it difficult to use the ideas. Suggestions included: 

- manually review all fish ticket data 
- ask the state for an exception to the confidentiality provision, offered a 

fishermen 
- send out a survey to all permit holders 

The result is that the sum of the claims could very well exceed the sum of predicted 
losses. The compensation plan may want to incorporate a “contingency” if the economic 
assessment does undervalue the losses. 

Reliability of fish ticket data – Halibut 
Glacier Bay is just a part of the Area 2C permits. The question is how to predict how 
harvest will decline for Glacier Bay, using Statistical Area 184 data (discrete Glacier Bay 
reporting area). Mr. Calvin asked if parties on the call had estimates for how much of 
184 data represents harvest taken from the now closed areas of Glacier Bay. One party 
suggested his best professional judgement is 30%. (He stated that closure of east and 
west arms is 20% and the Beardslee Islands are an additional 10%). 

The remainder of the questions will be discussed on the May 4 conference call. 
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In response to one a question about budget, Dick HofMann, from ADF&G stated that the

NPS and ADF&G combined budget for administrative-public involvement on this plan is

about $800,000.


Future Conference Calls and Adjournment

A few additional items were added to the May 4 agenda.


- How address declining capital value of losses for processors, Tanner and 
Dungeness Crabbers. 

- How address loss of lifestyle values 
- Report on: 
- information on other compensation plan scenarios/processes? 
- schedule for development of compensation plan 

Ms. Arnold, asked that Call Leaders please get participants on the calls to fill out the 
sign-in forms and that Call Leaders fax the forms to Dick HofMann as soon as possible. 

The draft agenda for the May 4 call and this draft summary will be e-mailed to all leaders 
by the middle of next week. 

The session adjourned at 5:10 PM. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
Glacier Bay Compensation Plan 

Conference Call 1 

Thursday, April 27, 2000 

Meeting Participants 
Revised 5/10/00 

John Baird

P.O. Box 1147

411 N. Nordic Drive

Petersburg, AK 99833

Phone: 907/772-4294

Fax: 907/772-4472

E-Mail: johnba@icicleseafoods.com


F. Gregg Bigsby

P.O. Box 157

Haines, AK 99827

Phone: 907/766-3669

Fax:

E-Mail: greggbigsby@hotmail.com


Ervil Braman

P.O. box 272

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/697-2361

Fax:

E-Mail: bramanervil@hotmail.com


Levi Dow

P.O. Box 908

641 Shakes St.

Wragnell, AK 99929

Phone: 907/874-3346

Fax: 907/874-3035

E-Mail: wrangellc@yahoo.com


Johanna K. Dybdahl

P.O. Box 602

254 Roosevelt Street

Hoonah, AK 99829

Phone: 907/945-3545

Fax: 907/945-3703

E-Mail: JDybd1111@aol.com


Joe Emerson

10410 Dock Street

Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: 907/789-1200

Fax:

E-Mail: wildfish@alaska.net


Zach Falcon

P.O. Box 20243

Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: 907/586-3340

Fax:

E-Mail: zpfalcon@romea.com


Otto Florschutz

P.O. Box 547

Wrangell, AK 99929

Phone: 907/874-2522

Fax: 907/874-2522

E-Mail: flrschtz@seapac.net


Dan Foley

P.O. Box 57

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone:

Fax:

E-Mail: dfoley@seaknet.alaska.edu
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Craig Forgaard

P.O. Box 174

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/697-2275

Fax: 907/697-2275

E-Mail: cforgaard@hotmail.com;

marilynb@seaknet.alaska.edu


Ken Grant

P.O. Box 402

Hoonah, AK 99829

Phone: 907/945-3545

Fax: 907/945-3703

E-Mail:


David Hammonds

P.O. Box 158

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/697-3053

Fax:

E-Mail:


Walter Hammonds

P.O. Box 158

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/697-3053

Fax:

E-Mail:


Vince Hansen

P.O. Box 1049

Haines, AK 99827

Phone: 907/766-2231

Fax: 907/766-3179

E-Mail:


Dick HofMann

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

P.O. Box 25526

1255 W. 8th,99801

Juneau, AK 907/8025526

Phone: 907/465-6134

Fax:

E-Mail: dick_hofmann@fishgame.state.ak.us


Norman Hughes

Box 1136

Haines, AK 99827

Phone: 907/766-2831

Fax:

E-Mail: stormin@seaknet.alaska.edu


Walter Jack

P.O. Box 45

Angoon, AK 99820

Phone: 907/788-3572

Fax:

E-Mail:


Sam Jackson

P.O. Box 263

101 Keku Rd.

Kake, AK 99830

Phone: 907/785-3221

Fax: 907/785-6407

E-Mail: kaketc@seaknet.alaska.edu


Eric Jordan

103 Gibson Place

Sitka, AK 99835

Phone: 907/747-6743

Fax: 907/747-6451

E-Mail: ejordan@ptialaska.net


Floyd Kookesh

P.O. Box 189

700 Aandeian St.

Angoon, AK 99820

Phone: 907/788-3653

Fax: 907/788-3821

E-Mail:


Kurt Kuernuik

P.O. Box 1081

Petersburg, AK 99833

Phone: 907/772-3595

Fax: 907/772-3510

E-Mail: muskegak@mitkot.net
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Tamara I. Lundahl

P.O. Box 718

Pelican, AK 99832

Phone: 907/735-2452

Fax: 907/735-2281

E-Mail:


Richard W. Lundahl

P.O. Box 718

Pelican, AK 99832

Phone: 907/735-2452

Fax:

E-Mail: thehareoftacoma@yahoo.com


Jim Mackovjak

Box 63

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/697-2246

Fax: 907/697-2248

E-Mail: jmack@seaknet.alaska.edu


Gerry Merrigan

P.O. Box 232

Petersburg, AK 99833

Phone: 907/772-9323

Fax: 907/772-4495

E-Mail: pv09@alaska.net


Clark Millett

National Park Service

2770 Sherwood Lane, Suite I

Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: 907/586-7047

Fax:

E-Mail: clark_millett@nps.gov


Duff W. Mitchell

Box 35100

Juneau, AK 99803

Phone: 907/5863333

Fax: 907/5864444

E-Mail: sales@alaskafoods.com


Maureen Moore

P.O. Box 62

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/6972338

Fax: 907/6972338

E-Mail:


Allen Morin

P.O. Box 211034

Auke Bay, AK 99821

Boat: 907//789-7951

Phone: 907/789-7951

Fax:

E-Mail: alohaak@aol.com


Nadine Morrison

P.O. Box 141

Hoonah, AK 99829

Phone:

Fax:

E-Mail:


Thomas H. Nelson

P.O. Box 353

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/697-2381

Fax:

E-Mail:


Kris Norosz

P.O. Box 1147

Petersburg, AK 99833

Phone: 907/772-4292

Fax: 907/772-4472

E-Mail: krisn@icicleseafoods.com


Shirley Perkins

P.O. Box 29

Elfin Cove, AK 99825

Phone: 907//239-2246

Fax: 907// 239-2246 Call First

E-Mail:
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James Phillips

P.O. Box 33

Pelican, AK 99832

Phone: 907/735-2240

Fax: 907/735-2480

E-Mail:


Patricia Phillips

P.O. Box 33

Pelican, AK 99832

Phone: 907/735-2240

Fax: 907/735-2480

E-Mail: pdjep@ptialaska.net


Mike Saunders

Box 1112

Haines, AK 99827

Phone: 907/766-2038

Fax: 907/766-2038

E-Mail:


Lynn Savonen

P.O. Box 172

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone:

Fax:

E-Mail: tavagbay@seaknet.alaska.edu


Burl Sheldon

P.O. Box 1049

Haines, AK 99827

Phone: 907/766-2231

Fax: 907/766-3179

E-Mail: vinceh@wytbear.com


Colleen Stansbury

P.O. Box 145

Gustavus, AK 99826

Phone: 907/697-2771

Fax:

E-Mail: colleenstansbury@hotmail.com


Cecily Stern

P.O. Box 696

Haines, AK 99827

Phone: 907/766-3391

Fax:

E-Mail: willow@seaknet.alaska.edu


Terry L. Thurbon

P.O. Box 21211

Juneau, AK 99802

Phone:

Fax:

E-Mail: tlthurbon@romea.com


Bob Tkacz

Alaska Fisherman's Journal

2 Marine Way #217

Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: 907/463-5455

Fax: 907/463-5415

E-Mail: junobob@alaska.net


Kathie Wasserman

P.O. Box 737

Pelican, AK 99832

Phone: 907/735-2202

Fax: 907/73-52258

E-Mail: katwas@aol.com


Bruce Wehyrauch

114 S. Franklin Street, Suite 200

Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: 907/463-5566

Fax: 907/463-5858

E-Mail: whyrock@pitalaska.net


Rick Williams

P.O. Box 1321

Petersburg, AK 99833

Phone: 907/772-4830

Fax: 907/772-4820

E-Mail: vall@alaska.net
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John Wisenbaugh

P.O. Box 512

Tenakee Springs, AK 99841

Phone: 907/736-2243

Fax: 907/736-2207

E-Mail:


Anthony Woodham

P.O. Box 488

Angoon, AK 99820

Phone:

Fax:

E-Mail: abwoodham@yahoo.com
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ATTACHMENT B 

GROUNDRULES


Glacier Bay Compensation Plan Conference Calls 

These groundrules are proposed in order to maximize our ability to talk with one another 
and avoid miscommunication. 

We will try to allow everyone who wants to address an issue to participate. If you have 
suggestions for additional groundrules, please contact Abby Arnold, mediator at 202/965
6211 or aarnold@resolv.org. 

At the beginning of each call we will confirm who is on the call at each conference site. If 
possible, and as early in the call as possible, we will fax a list of who is at each site to each 
site operator. One person at each site will be responsible for establishing a "queue" of those 
at their site who wish to speak up during the calls. 

At the beginning of each call we will walk through the proposed agenda for each call and 
each party will be asked for ideas, comments, insights and advice. 

•	 Only one person speak at a time – when called on (on a conference call only 
one person can speak at a time, other callers will be blocked out) 

• Do not interrupt 

• Introduce yourself before making a comment (so we know who is talking) 

•	 Please speak on the subject and keep your comments to a minimum (less than 2 
minutes) so all on the call have an opportunity to express their opinions 

• Help to use the limited time efficiently - try not to be repetitive or duplicative 

• Expect, respect, and accept different interests, perspectives and opinions 

• Be tough on the issues and problems, not on people or organizations (each other) 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Glacier Bay Compensation Plan 
Conference Call 1 
Thursday, April 27, 2000 

3:00-5:00 p.m. 

Objectives of Call: 

1) to orient participants to conference call process; 
2)	 to introduce interested parties to development of the economic assessment of the 

impacts of the Glacier Bay fishing restrictions and closures; 
3)	 to identify and begin discussion of selected technical issues raised in developing 

the Economic Assessment; 
4)	 to provide an opportunity for interested parties to highlight issues and concerns 

regarding the Economic Assessment; and 
5) to agree on schedule of future conference calls. 

Proposed Agenda 

3:00 – 3:20 Welcome and Introductions 
Abby Arnold & Lee Langstaff, Facilitators 

3:20 – 3:35 Review Agenda and Conference Call Ground Rules 
Abby Arnold 

3:35 – 3:45	 Overview of Public Participation Process for Compensation Plan 
Development 
Abby Arnold 

3:45 – 4:05 Introduction to Economic Assessment 
• Review outline, approach and status 
• Selected Technical Challenges: 

1.	 What assumptions should be made regarding the retirement rate of 
Lifetime Access Permits (LAPs)? 

2.	 What assumptions should be made about the number of years an 
individual works as a crew member before becoming an owner 
him/herself or moving to a different livelihood? 

3.	 How to accommodate the fact that some fish ticket location data may not 
reflect the precise catch location with 100% accuracy? 

Jim Calvin – McDowell Group 

4:05 – 4:45	 Discussion of Technical Challenges and Identification of Other Key 
Questions or Concerns  - All 

4:45 – 4:55 Summary and Next Steps – Abby Arnold 

4:55 – 5:00 Review of Future Conference Call Schedule  - Abby Arnold 

5:00 ADJOURN 
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